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General review— based on
comparisons using NCEP BUFR

• Earlier (March 1997 data) comparisons
– temperature biases (from 273.15 K constant)
– iW omitted; calm/variable winds; cloud amts

• Recent comparisons for ICOADS real-time
(RT) archive: March 1997-December 2002
– BUFR + “string”



FM 13-XI Ext. SHIPFM 13-XI Ext. SHIP

Blue boxes enclose fields
translated (limited scope)



FM 18-XII BUOYFM 18-XII BUOY



Field by field comparisons:Field by field comparisons:
Early (9/97-9/99) Early (9/97-9/99) vsvs. Late (10/99-02). Late (10/99-02)

• Compare the two translations
– BUFR ⇒  IMMA
– string ⇒   IMMA

• Scope was limited to selected fields
• Some fields expected to disagree e.g.:

– SID (source ID): 100%
– TI (time indicator), IT (temps indic.)

• Differences mostly not investigated



Early period (worse): all platforms



Late period (better): all platforms



Late period: FM13 SHIP



Late period: FM13 BUOY



Late period: FM18 BUOY



General comparison findingsGeneral comparison findings
• Data problems/omissions in NCEP/BUFR
• E.g. some cloud codes
• Some problems may be trivial differences
• Main data elements usually seem OK

– Except for special codes, e.g., wind direction
variable (FM 13: dd = 99) — not in BUFR?

• Retention by NCEP of the original GTS
string was critical—make part of template?


